AMENDMENTS TO THE DRAWINGS: 



Please amend the drawings by adding the new Sheet 5, which includes a 
new Figure 5. New Sheet 5 of the drawings is submitted with this Amendment. 
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REMARKS 



Reconsideration of the above-identified Application is respectfully 
requested. Claims 1-21 are in the case. No amendments have been made to 
the claims. The Specification has been amended. The Drawings have been 
amended. 

Regarding the objection to the Drawings under 37 CFR § 1 .83(b) as 
allegedly failing to illustrate a method as described in Claims 8-14, new Sheet 5 
of the Drawings is submitted herewith, which includes a new Figure 5. In 
addition, the Specification has been amended to list the new figure in the Brief 
Description of the Drawings, and to describe the new Figure 5 in the Detailed 
Description. It is respectfully submitted that the drawings now illustrate a method 
as described in Claims 8-14, and that therefore the objection has been 
overcome. Wherefore, reconsideration and withdrawal of this objection are 
respectfully requested. 

Regarding the rejection of Claims 1,2, 7-9, 12, 14-16, 19 and 21 (and of 
Claims 3,5,6,10,13,17 and 20?) under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02(e) as allegedly being 
anticipated by Webster et al., this rejection is respectfully traversed. 
Representative independent Claim 1 sets forth a channel estimator, and recites 
in pertinent part, "a reducer, coupled to said response assesser, configured to set 
designated taps associated with said channel impulse response to substantially 
zero." (Emphasis added.) This allows an accurate estimate of channel response 
that can be used to substantially reduce noise, while requiring a relatively small 
demand on the processor performing the associated computations. 

The patent to Webster et al. apparently relates to a single-carrier to multi- 
carrier wireless architecture. In contrast to the apparatus of Claim 1 , the 
approach of Webster et al. of taking a time reversed conjugate of the channel 
impulse response does not completely zero out the impulse response. This is 
not surprising, since their objective is different from that of the apparatus of Claim 
1 . They are apparently trying to extract a single carrier single out of a time 
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domain waveform. By contrast, in accordance with Claim 1 , an original channel 
estimate may be replaced with a reduced order version. 

The other art of record is even less relevant. 

It is therefore respectfully submitted that for the above reasons Claim 1 is 
neither shown nor suggested by the patent to Webster et al., nor by any of the art 
of record, whether considered individually or in any combination, and is therefore 
allowable. Independent Claims 8 and 15 include similar limitations to those 
discussed above in connection with this rejection, and therefore it is respectfully 
submitted that these claims are allowable as well for the same reasons. Claims 
2, 3, 5-7, 9, 1 0, 1 2-1 7 and 1 9-21 depend, from one of Claims 1 , 8 and 1 5, and so 
are allowable as well for the same reasons, as well as for the additional 
limitations found therein. For example, regarding the specific citation from 
Webster et al. and allegation regarding such citation, it is respectfully submitted 
that paragraph [0043], lines 20-23, of Webster are silent about designating taps 
as middle taps (Claims 2, 9, 16). This text merely discuss making the filter 
coefficients give a desired power spectrum. Further, this section does not say 
anything about designating the number of taps (Claims 3, 10, 17). Wherefore 
reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection are respectfully requested. 

Regarding the rejection of Claims 4, 11 and 18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as allegedly being unpatentable over Webster et al. in view of Seki, this rejection 
is respectfully traversed. Claim 4 depends from Claim 1 , Claim 1 1 depends from 
Claim 8 and Claim 18 depends from Claim 15. The reasons for the allowability of 
those claims over Webster et al. are set forth above. The patent to Seki fails to 
cure the deficiencies of Webster et al., having been cited merely for designated 
taps having a power level based on a threshold value. Accordingly, it is therefore 
respectfully submitted that for the above reasons Claims 1 , 8 and 15 are neither 
shown nor suggested by the patent to Webster et al., nor by any of the art of 
record, whether considered individually or in any combination, and are therefore 
allowable. Claims 4, 1 1 and 1 8 depend, from one of Claims 1 , 8 and 1 5, and so 
are allowable as well for the same reasons, as well as for the additional 
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limitations found therein. Wherefore reconsideration and withdrawal of this 
rejection are respectfully requested. 

It is respectfully submitted that the claims recite the patentably 
distinguishing features of the invention and that, taken together with the above 
remarks, the present application is now in proper form for allowance. 
Reconsideration of the application, as amended, and allowance of the claims are 
requested at an early date. 

While it is believed that the instant amendment places the application in 
condition for allowance, should the Examiner have any further comments or 
suggestions, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner contact the 
undersigned in order to expeditiously resolve any outstanding issues. 

To the extent necessary, the Applicants petition for an Extension of Time 
under 37 C.F.R. §1 .1 36. Please charge any fees in connection with the filing of 
this paper, including extension of time fees to the Deposit Account No. 20-0668 
of Texas Instruments Incorporated. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/J. Dennis Moore/ 

J. Dennis Moore 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 
Reg. No. 28,885 



Texas Instruments Incorporated 
P.O. Box 655474, MS 3999 
Dallas, TX 75265 
Phone: (972)917-5646 
Fax: (972)917-4418 
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